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SUMMARY 
This report aims to provide the Christchurch Civic Pride 
Organization with a base set of information to enable planning 
and co-ordination of its future activities. The report 
describes residents' attitudes to city beautification, present 
'council services, recycling and litter. A section is included 
on communications, and profiles are developed which describe 
respondents from each section. The results can be summarised 
as follows. 
1. Beautification 
The majority of Christchurch residents do take pride in 
their city however, there are some areas of concern. Ensuring 
that the cost of future shopping area development is 
apportioned fairly between those commercial organizations who 
benefit and the rate payer. When designing future developments 
such as malls etc, it is necessary to take account of access 
problems i. e. parking etc. This is aprticularly relevant 
considering ~he aging population. 
2. Services and Recycling 
Most residents appear sati.sfied with the gate collection of 
household refuse. The increasing use of commercial rubbish 
removal organizations by higher income groups may be in 
response to the population's lack of understanding and 
acceptance of transfer stations. Those who are reluctant to 
use metro refuse stations tend to be older people or those on 
lower incomes. Of those who have visited, the majority 
consider the charges too high and this may contribute to the 
move to commercial refuse removal. There appear to be strong 
economic considerations which motivate residents' behaviour in 
rubbish disposal and hence there is an increasing level of 
acceptance of burning rubbish. Although the skip schemes seem 
reasonably well patronized there is concern about adequate 
communication about this facility. 
Recycling of products could be improved through developing 
co-ordinated and on-going programmes. One such financially 
viable option is to provide a facility for the collection of 
recycled engine oil. It would appear that should there be a 
market for recyclable material then gate collection would be 
the system supported most by the public. 
3. Attitudes to Litter 
Most residents perceive there to be a greater 'city-wide' 
problem than one pertaining to specific areas. However, there 
were some suburbs which were considered to have a litter 
problem. Paper, food containers and cans seem to be the most 
commonly perceived littered items. 
( vi i) 
Although air pollution is considered 
restricting the burning of rubbish, 
heating, seems to be an economic 
noticeable that those on lower incomes 
a form of litter, 
orwood and coal for 
consideration. It was 
support burning. It is 
them, that a litter . considered, by the majority who visit 
problem exists on local beaches. 
The majority of residents would like to see more rubbish 
bins around the city and are prepared to accept commercial 
sponsorship to achieve this. Less than half the local 
population identify hygiene as being a basic reason for rubbish 
disposal. 
4. Communi cati on 
There is a low awareness of Civic Pride in Christchurch, 
however, there was a greater level of recognition of Civic 
Pride statements. There appears to be a communication problem 
between the public and various authorities which hopefully may 
be solved through the more efficient use of appropriate media. 
5. Profiles 
Those who are conscious of the environment do not vary 
greatly by age, occupation or income. However, those who are 
either apathetic or careless about their surroundings do have 
distinguishing characteristics. This group are between 22 000 
and 38 000 in number and there is a predominance of them in 
certain suburbs. These are explained in more detail in Chapter 
7. 
6. Conclusion 
In order that programmes are planned and implemented with a 
greater level of success it is important to understand the 
characteristics of various target segments. One of the key 
functions in such programmes, and one which to date seems to 
have been less than effective, is communication. In order to 
assist in this area it is even more important to identify 
target segments and design and implement the most appropriate 
communications campaign. 
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CHAPTER 1 
BACKGROUND AND STUDY OBJECTIVES 
1.1 Introduction 
Rapidly changing aspects of the political, cultural, 
technological, ecological and social environments are having a 
major impact on members of society. In the developed nations 
this manifests itself in many ways, the most obvious being the 
economic ramifications. .As such, governments, both national 
and local, and business institutions are becoming very much 
aware of those areas where resources can be used more 
efficiently. In instituting programmes which will allow 
improved utilization of resources an obvious starting point is 
with the physical environment. 
Realization of this in the past has led to the 
implementation of many different kinds of programme. These 
have varied as much in type as they have in length, and perhaps 
the most obvious are anti-litter or recycling programmes. 
During such exercises the major impediment noticed was the 
apathy of the general public to participation in these schemes. 
As an attempt to deal with such problems, programmes have been 
developed to attempt to inspire pride in one's environment. It 
is anticipated that by approaching the problem in this manner, 
it will be possible to raise the level of awareness of such 
issues by the public and perhaps lead to a change in attitude. 
One such programme which attempts to do this is the .Clean 
Community System (CCS). This has been adopted in over three 
hundred and sixty American cities and fifteen countries 
including New Zealand. The CCS was adopted as a formal 
programme by Christchurch in 1983 for implementation from 
1984 onwards. 
1.2 Christchurch Civic Pride Campaign Objectives 
The objectives 1 
Pride Campaign are: 
established for the Christchurch Civi~ 
1. To kindle a sense of pride in people, where they' live, 
and where they work; 
2. To de ve lop programmes whi c h encourage peopl e in the 
community to want to do positive things to improve the 
city's physical appearance; 
3. To involve as many people and organizations as possible 
from every sector of society; and 
4. To change negative attitudes and behaviours of peopl~ 
which make litter expected and accepted. 
1. Christchurch Civic Pride Campaign, Clean Community System, An 
Introduction, 1983. 
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In order to achieve such objectives it is necessary to 
follow a normative process which acts as an agent for change. 
Such a process has, as one of the mai n cri teri a, the necessi ty 
to " ... collect the relevant facts."2 This primary step of 
c0llection of facts also ac~s as a " ... base line "3 against 
which the progress of the Civic Pride Campaign can be measured. 
In order to fulfil these requi~ements a survey was undertaken 
of the Christchurch area. 
1.3 Survey Objectives 
This survey had as its main objectives: 
1. The meas urement of publ i c at ti tudes towards 
environment; i. e. specifically, attitudes 
beautification, littering and recycling; 
the local 
to city 
2.· Measurement of the leval of apathy in the community 
towards the local environment; 
3. To obtain profiles of the population regarding their 
attitudes, media habits and demographics; 
4. To assess the level of approval by the communi ty of 
local authorities regarding services provided; 
5. To measure the awareness of the Christchurch Civic Pride 
Campaign and the efficiency of specific media; and 
6. To provide a comparison, where possible, 
results from the 1983/84 attitude survey. 
with the 
Chapter 2 of this report outlines the research method while 
Chapter 3 presents the survey results regarding attitudes to 
beautification. Chapters 4 and 5 discuss services/recycling 
and attitudes to litter respectively with Chapter 6 presenting 
details on communication. Finally Chapter 7 presents some 
profiles which may assist in developing further programmes. 
2. Mrs Janet Boretta, Public Presentation, 20th March 1985. 
3. New Zealand Litter Control Council 
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CHAPTER 2 
RESEARCH METHOD 
2. 1 The Sample 
The population was defined as households in the 
Christchurch urban area. For the purposes of this report the 
Christchurch urban area included households within Waimari, 
Paparua, Heathcote and Riccarton local authorities that are 
located within the city boundary. These households were 
represented by individuals sixteen years of age and older. The 
planned sample was drawn as follows: 
1. Christchurch was divided into fifty-seven suburbs. 'I 
2. Fifty-one of these were randomly selected from five 
strata. 5 
3. From each suburb an address was randomly selected as a 
starting point for the required number of interviews. 
Every dwelling to the right of the start-point (on exit) 
was interviewed until the required number was achieved. 
Demographic details of the achieved sample and E 
comparison with census data are given in Appendix 2. 
2.2 The Questionnaire 
The final format of the questionnaire was determined after 
pilot testing and redrafting. It was broadly divided into six 
sections, with questions designed to obtain the following 
information. 
Section 1. (Questions one to eight inclusive). 
Assessment of public feeling towards their 
environment. A rated comparison with other selectEd 
New Zealand cities for tidyness and attractiveness 
of city features. Opinions on development of city 
shopping areas; support for further developments of 
this kind. Perceived need for beautification of 
industrial and dwelling areaS. Attitudes to 
decorative murals. 
Section 2. (Questions nine to twenty-six inclusive). 
Amount of household refuse collected and efficiency 
of that local authority operation. Use of 
commercial refuse removal organizations. Knowledge 
of Metro Refuse Stations; what they are; where they 
are; f I" e que n c y 0 f vis its; 0 pin ion 0 n c h a r' 9 e s ; .. 
Attitudes to recycling; use of recycling facilities; 
measure of recycling support. 
4. Wise's Post Office Directory (Volume 4, 1979) 
5. The suburbs were divided into five strata based on 
socio-economic data supplied by the Sociology Dept, Univ. of 
Canterbury. The number of suburbs drawn from each stratum was 
proportional to the number of streets within each stratum. 
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Section 3. (Questions twenty-seven to twenty-nine inclusive). 
Knowledge of Christchurch Civic Pride. Campaign; how 
.respondents heard of the campaign; measurement of 
recall levels of particular phrases/statements 
associated with the campaign. 
Section 4. (Questions thirty to forty-seven inclusive). 
General attitudes to litter; smokers littering 
actions. Opinions on suburb and city litter 
problems. Adequacy of rubbish bins. Perceptions of 
what litter is. 
Section 5. (Questions forty-eight to fifty-nine inclusive). 
Medi.a habits; newspaper and magazine readership; 
television viewing and radio listening details. 
Section 6. (Questions sixty to sixty-seven inclusive) . 
. Household characteristics. 
A copy of the questionnaire is included as Appendix 1. 
2.3 The Interviews 
The interviews were carried out on the 3rd and 4th of May 
1985, with an approximately equal number of interviews being 
completed on each day. The team of interviewers was made up of 
29 senior Lincoln College students and two staff members. The 
senior students obtained prior interviewing experience through 
pilot testing and training sessions. A total of 465 interviews 
were completed of which two questionnaires were unusable 
resulting in a sample size of 463. 
2.4 The Analysis 
The data was coded and edited for computer analysis which 
involved examining th~ marginal frequencies for .the variables 
and relationships between variables. Chi-square tests were 
used to examine whether there were statistically significant 
relationships between the variables. 
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CHAPTER 3 
BEAUTIFICATION 
3.1 Introduction 
Man-made environmental changes in Christchurch, over recent 
years, have been implemented in both central and suburban 
areas. Thi s has been done to provi de ,more aes t het i call y 
pleasing, and convenient, commercial and domestic zones. This 
section assesses the general public's opinion to some of thes8 
developments. 
3.2 Pride in Christchurch 
This is assessed by a comparison of Christchurch with 
another nominated New Zealand city visited within the last two 
years. 
Seventy-four 
cities. Table 1 
visited. 
percent 
indicates 
of residents 
the relative 
have visited other 
ranking of cities 
Note: This covers 92.5 percent of all eligible respondents. 
TABLE 1 
Other City Visited 
=======~============================================== ========= 
Ci ty 
Auckland 
Dunedin 
Wellington 
Nelson 
Timaru 
Invercargill 
Blenheim 
Other 
Valid Responses 319 
% of respondents 
24. 1 
21. 7 
20. 6 
11 . 0 
9.0 
3. 5 
2. 6 
7.5 
100.0 
====================================================== ====~==== 
In comparing Christchurch with the nominated city 
respondent~ were asked questions about tidyness and 
attractiveness of certain aspects of Christchurch. They were 
required to state whether Christchurch was the same, better or 
worse than the nominated city in these aspects. 
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It would appear that the majority (68.4 - 89.3 percent) of 
the Christchurch travelling public consider their own city 
hetter, or at least as good as the nominated cities. (Table 2) 
TABLE 2 
Comparison of Christchurch and 
Nominated City on Six Factors 
=============================================================== 
FACTOR 
1 . Tidyness 
2. Attractiveness of 
Parks and 
Recreational areas 
3. Attractiveness of 
Old Buildings 
4. Attractiveness of 
City Layout 
5. Attractiveness of 
suburban shopping 
areas 
6. Attractiveness of 
central shopping 
area 
Valid Responses 345 
% of Travelling Public who 
rate Christchurch: 
Better Same Worse No Opinion TOTAL 
32. 5 35. 9 26. 7 4. 9 100.0 
71. 6 17.7 7.2 3. 5 100.0 
55. 1 17.4 19. 7 7.8 100.0 
65. 8 12. 8 14. 8 6. 6 100.0 
54. 5 18.4 12. 2 14. 9 100.0 
64. 3 11 . 3 14.5 9. 9 100.0 
=============================================================== 
A large majority (81.2 percent) of the population see the 
inner city developments such as shopping malls, and the Square 
worthwhile. Of the 25.7 percent who felt strongly enough to 
offer comments over half (13.4) were favourable and supportive. 
However, the 12.3 percent who were critical of these 
developments sited the following as areas of concern: 
1 . Access problems (e. g. 
is perhaps going to 
ageing population. 
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parking and ease of shopping. 
become more relevant due to 
2. Securi ty. 
3. Balance of cost shared equally between ratepayer 
commercial organizations who benefit. 
This 
the 
and 
In terms of supporting (financially) further developments 
of this kind, residents feel less enthusiastic. Only 59 
percent would support them with 33.3 percent being strongly 
opposed. Residents consider once again that financially, 
commercial enterprises should bear more of the cost, and, if 
there are to be more malls etc they should be in the suburbs. 
Provision for parking was also a consideration mentioned. 
As a further measure of residents' awareness of and feeling 
towards, their environment, the level of recognition of murals 
around the city was measured. Seventy-three percent of the 
population have seen them of which 82.3 percent have favourable 
opinions. Twelve percent did not like the murals. 
Frequency of use of parks and recreational areas was used 
as an indicator of residents' pride in their local environment. 
It would appear that the local population frequent these 
areas reasonably often (i. e. 44 percent visiting Parks and 
Recreation areas fortnightly or more often.) (Table 3) 
TABLE 3 
Visits to Parks and Recreational Areas 6 
=============================================================== 
FREQUENCY % of Respondents 
Weekly 31. 5 
Fortnightly 12. 5 
Monthly 16. 3 
2 - 3 Monthly 16. 8 
Annually 13. 4 
Never 9. 5 
100.0 
VALID RESPONSES 463 
=============================================================== 
6. For a breakdown of Park and Recreation area visits by age, 
income and occupation refer Tables 36, 37, 38 in Chapter 7. 
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When looking at response differences by local authority, 
over twice the percentage (10.8) of Christchurch City Council 
residents never visit parks .and recreational areas compared 
with that of Waimari residents (5.2 percent). However, this is 
the largest variation by local authority and in other 
beautification areas mentioned above there was no discernable 
difference by local authority. This may indicate that the 
majority of the population see themselves as living in 
Christchurch, rather than identifying themselves as residents 
on a local authority basis. 
3.3 Areas requiring Beautification 
It would appear that a large percentage of the population 
are aware enough of their environment to recogni2e those areas 
requiring improvement. 
3. 3. 1 Industrial Areas 
Sixty-three percent of respondents considered that there 
are industrial areas within the city that need attention. 
Conversely, 17.7 percent do not consider this to be the case. 
The top six areas rated consistently over two choices, by 55.3% 
of all respondents, were: 
1. Sydenham 
2. Woolston 
3. Moorhouse Avenue/Gasworks 
.4. Bromley 
5. Hornby 
6. Addi ngt on 
3.3.2 Dwelling Areas 
This was slightly lower with 57.2 percent believing that 
there were dwelling areas within the city requiring 
improvement. Twenty-two percent did not think this was the 
case. Of the 47.1 percent of the sample who did specify areas 
the six highest ranked over two choices were: 
1. Sydenham 
2. Inner City 
3. Aranui 
4. New Brighton 
5. Wai noni 
6. Linwood 
Note: The data was analysed to check for bias induced by 
respondents choosing their own suburb and this was found to be 
non-existent. For a discussion on the profiles of respondents, 
refer to Chapter 7, paragraph 7.2. 
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CHAPTER 4 
SERVI CES AND RECYCLING 
4.1 Introduction 
With over 2 million tonnes 7 of rubbish discarded annually 
by New Zealanders, the economic and environmental implications 
cannot be ignored by the general public. In Christchurch the 
lack of natural tip areas and a high, pure, domestic water 
source beneath the city pose particular problems. These local 
conditions have led to the implementation of particular 
practices by both local Government and private enterprise. 
The introduction of transfer stations, closing of tip sites and 
emergence of domestic rubbish removal organizations has 
implications for Christchurch residents regarding their 
behaviour towards rubbish disposal, recycling etc. 
4.2 Domestic Rubbish Collection 
4.2.1 Local Authority Organized Collection: 
Approximately 2.4 percent of the 
population do not get rubbish bags 
authority organized gate collection 
proportion of the population have, 
collected regularly (Table 4 refers). 
TABLE 4 
Christchurch household 
collected by the local 
method. The highest 
on average, one bag 
Average Number of Rubbish Bags 
Collected on a Weekly Basis 
==========================================;==================== 
Average number of 
bags 
0 
1 
1.5 
2 
3 
4 
) 4 
Valid responses 463 
% of Residents 
2. 4 
67.6 
8.4 
16. 8 
3.2 
O. 6 
1 . 0 
100. 0 
=============================================================== 
7. Radio New Zealand 
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Over the greater urban area there was a high proportion 
(92.6) of the population who are satisfied with their 
respective collection systems. Of the 6.5 percent who were 
dissatisfied, the major causes of concern were: 
1. Problems of dogs teari ng open bags; 
2. Irregularity in collection; and 
3. Not supported with recyclable collection. 
In looking at the levels of dissatisfaction by suburb, it 
would appear that the greatest proportion of residents in any 
suburb who are discontent reside in the inner city. Twenty-two 
percent of inner city respondents were dissatisfied with the 
collection system. The other areas of major concern were 
Linwood (18.8 percent of respondents dissatisfied) and Richmond 
(16.7 percent). Other suburbs had low (i. e. less than 10 
~ercent) disapproval rates. 
On a local authority basis those residing in the 
Christchurch City Council area were only marginally less 
approving of their collection system (Table 5). 
TABLE 5 
Satisfaction of Present Rubbish 
Collection System by Local Authority AreaS 
=============================================================== 
Local Authority 
Christchurch 
City Council 
Heathcote 
Waimari 
Paparua 
Valid Responses 428 
Satisfied 
% 
90. 7 
96. 8 
93.8 
100.0 
Not Satisfied 
% 
8. 6 
3. 2 
4. 4 
O. 0 
No Opinion 
% 
O. 7 
O. 0 
1 . 8 
O. 0 
Total 
% 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100. 0 
=============================================================== 
4.2.2 Commercial Domestic Rubbish Removal 
This appears to be an alternative to residents using either 
council sponsored methods or disposing of rubbish themselves. 
Nineteen percent of households now use this method, with 73 
percent of those residents using a 44 gallon drum removal 
system. The remaining 27 percent employ a commercial skip 
8. Due to small sample numbers, Riccarton Borough excluded. 
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system on a "one-off" basis. 
This would indicate the two schemes are used by 
approximately 11,200 9 households in the Christchurch urban 
area; the majority (8200) using the 44 gallon drum system. ThE" 
major reason given for using these schemes is convenience, with 
the predominant frequency of rubbish pick-up being fortnightly. 
Over 50 percent of those using the 44 gallon drum system are 
paying $4 per pick-up. 
A major trend in the use of commercial rubbish removal 
organizations is noticed on a local authority basis. Those 
residing in the Haimari local authority, are greater users of 
this service than those residents in the other areas (Table 6>. 
TABLE 6 
Use of Commercial RUbbish Removal 
Organizations by Local Authority 
=============================================================== 
Local Authority 
Christchurch City 
Council 
Heathcote 
1f1aimari 
Paparua 
Valid Responses 459 
Do Use 
% 
1 7. 5 
9. 7 
28.,7 
4. 5 
Do Not Use 
% 
82. 5 
90. 3 
71 . 3 
94. 5 
Total 
(J/ 
'" 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
=================================================~============= 
4.3 Disposal of Garden Refuse 
The main methods of disposing of garden waste appear to be 
by composting followed by dumping at either a transfer station 
or open tip sites. Table 7 indicates first and second choice 
methods of disposal of garden refuss. It would also appear 
from this that as a second-best option burning is the most 
popular. 
9. Based on Dept of Statistics 1981 household census figure for 
Christchurch of 60 339. 
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TABLE 7 
Methods of Disposing of Garden Refuse 
(First two choices recorded where appropriate) 
=============================================================== 
Method 
Compost 
Dump (Transfer Station) 
Dump (Other) 
Bin Collection 
Burn 
Rubbish Bag 
No Comment or 
Hot Applicable 
Valid Responses 
% of Respondents 
(1st Choice) 
32.2 
19.7 
12.7 
12.3 
11. 0 
5. 6 
6. 5 
-----
100.0 
458 
% of Respondents 
(2nd Choice) 
4. 3 
6. 3 
2. 8 
O. 9 
8. 4 
2. 2 
75. 1" 
-----
100. 0 
457 
=============================================================== 
On a local authority basis it is noticeable that for those 
who have available to them an open tip site, (e. g. Heathcote 
residents) there is a preference to use this method for 
disposal of non-compostable material (Table 8). 
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TABLE 8 
Disposal of Garden Refuse by Local Authority 
=============================================================== 
Method 
Compost 
Burn 
Rubbish Bag 
Dump ( Transfer 
Dump (Open Tip 
Commercial Bin 
Collection 
No Comment 
Valid Responses 
Christchurch Waimairi 
City Council 
33. 8 29. 6 
11 . 9 8. 7 
4. 8 9. 6 
Station) 18. 2 20. 0 
Si te) 10. 8 9. 6 
10. 8 20. 9 
9. 7 1 . 6 
100. 0 100.0 
454 
Heathcote Paparu6 
41. 9 20.5 
9. 7 11 . it 
3. 2 2. 3 
3. 2 38. 6 
38. 7 15. 9 
3. 2 6. 8 
O. 1 4. 5 
100.0 100.0 
=============================================================== 
4.4 Metro Refuse Transfer Stations 
Although it appears that awareness of transfer stations is 
high with 71.1 percent of respondents stating they know v;hat 
transfer stations are, the number who could provide the 
stations' location declined noticeably. 
Aware of Bromley Station 
Aware of Sockburn Station 
46. 9 percent of total respondents 
59. 4 percent of total respondents 
Similarly the actual number who have visited stations fell 
50.8 percent of total respondents. Those suburbs which. 
the survey, indicated a low usage of the transfer stations 
given in Table 9. 
co 
from 
are 
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TABLE 9 
Use of Transfer Station by Suburb 
(Only those suburbs that indicated less than 30% usage 
are i ncl uded) 
=============================================================== 
Suburb 
New Brighton 
Burwood 
Sumner 
Richmond 
Bryndwr 
Hillsborough 
Addington 
'.';ashmere 
Harewood 
Sydenham 
Redcliffs 
Valid Responses 112 
Have 
Visited 
O. 0 
12. 5 
12. 5 
16. 7 
25. 0 
25. 0 
25.'0 
26. 7 
28. 6 
28.6 
28. 6 
% of Respondents who: 
Have NOT 
Visited 
100.0 
87.5 
87.5 
63. 3 
75. 0 
75. 0 
75. 0 
73.3 
71. 4 
71. 4 
71.4 
Total 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
=============================================================== 
Proportionally a greater 
visited transfer stations 
authority areas (Table 10). 
number of Waimari 
than residents 
residents have 
from other local 
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TABLE 10 
Residents who have visited Transfer 
Stations by Local Authority 
=============================================================== 
Local Authority 
Christchurch 
City Council 
Waimari 
Heathcote 
Paparua 
Valid Responses 457 
Have Visited 
% 
49.4 
60. 0 
29. 0 
47. 7 
Have NOT visited 
% 
50. 6 
40. 0 
71. 0 
52. 3 
TotaJ 
% 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
======~===========================~======================~===== 
It is apparent that the transfer stations have a low level 
of support by local residents. This is indicated by: 
1 . The low numbers who chose this as a first method of 
garden refuse disposal,and 
2. The low percentage of residents who could identify U,e 
location of transfer stations. 
The most frequent comments regarding transfer stations were 
related to queuing problems and many residents considered the 
charges to be too high. Fifty-eight percent of all respondents 
claimed they were aware of the charges at transfer stations. 
Table 11 indicates public opinion of the charges at transfer 
stations for those who were aware of them. 
Some members of the public (11.7 percent) make a conscious 
effort to avoid transfer stations, and stated they preferred to 
burn rubbish or use commercial disposal methods. 
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TABLE 11 
Opinions of Transfer Station Charqes 
(Those respondents aware of charges) 
=~==================================================== ========= 
Opinion % of respondents 
No comment 6. 2 
Expensi ve 54. 0 
Appropriate .39.8 
100.0 
falid Responses 276 
======================~=================~====================== 
A similar pattern emerges when opinions of al'l respondents 
are analysed (Table 12>. 
TABLE 12 
Opinion of Transfer Station Charges 10 
(All respondents) 
=============================================================== 
Opinion 
No Comment 
Expensive 
Appropriate 
Valid Responses 456 
Have Visited 
% 
12.0 
['14. 2] 
49.4 
[ 77. 2] 
38. 6 
[81.81 
100. a 
Have NOT Visited 
% 
75. 8 
[ 85.8] 
15. 2 
[22.8] 
9. a 
[ 18. 2] 
100. a 
Total 
% 
[100.0] 
[100.0] 
[100.0] 
=============================================================== 
The fact that residents see the transfer stations being 
expensive is reinforced by the percentage (15.2) of respondents 
who have not visited transfer stations yet believe them to be 
'expensi ve. 
10. The percentages enclosed by refer to the respondents 
who hold the particular opinion in the left hand column (i. e. 
row percentages). 
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When questioned about further transfer stations being 
built, 12.1 percent were against these developments, while 73. C 
percent consider them a good idea. The major concerns about 
more of these facilities were cost and location. The main 
location consideration being that these establishments should 
be located in industrial, not urban zones. 
Of those who have visited transfer stations, 
were unaware of recycling facilities. 
14.5 percent 
4.5 Christchurch City Council Skip Scheme 
This scheme was used by 32.4 percent of all respondents 
interviewed, with the majority of users residing in the City 
Council area (Table 13). 
TABLE 13 
Use of Skip Scheme by Local Authorit y 11 
=============================================================== 
Local Authority 
Used Scheme 
% 
Did Not Use Scheme 
% 
Total 
% 
----------------------------~------------------------- ---------
Christchurch City 85. 3 45. 2 
Council [47.6] [ 52.4] [100.0] 
Heathcote 5. 3 7.4 
[ 25.8] [ 74.2] [100.0] 
Haimari 8.0 33.9 
[10.4] [ 89.6] [100.0J 
Paparua 1. 4 13. 5 
[ 4. 5] [ 95.5] [100.0] 
100.0 100.0 
Valid Responses 461 
=============================================================== 
The major forms of rubbish deposited at skip sites during 
operation of the scheme were: 
1. General Rubbish (17.3) 
2 Garden Refuse (16.6) 
3. Recyclable ( 16.2) 
11. The percentages enclosed by [] pertain to the respondents 
living in the particular local authority (i. e. row 
percentages) . 
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Th~se are ranked by the relative percentages of residents 
depositing the particular category of r~bbish. 
4.6 Recycling 
The major ~roblems facing efficient recycling programmes 
are: 
1 . 
2. 
Convincing the consumer to become a 
sense of expending personal effort 
recyclable materials; and 
producer in 
in sorting 
the 
of 
The economic 
ensuring a 
collection, 
availability. 
viability of recyclable materials i. e. 
financial return given the problems of 
handling, transportation and market 
In response to the first problem it has been noted that ~An 
appeal to a sense of civic duty or social responsibility so far 
.has proven to be of momentary value, with little lasting 
effect ... 12 As such it is necessary to look for solutions. in 
other areas. On possi ble answer, and. also perhaps an answer to 
the. seco·nd problem, is to pick on a recyclable commodity which 
has a high monetary value. As such the consumer, or in this 
case produce~, may benefit as will the agency handling the 
commodi ty. 
4.6.1 Used Engine Oil 
By comparison to other recyclable material, oil has a high 
recycled monetary value at $0.10 per litre. In the 
Christchurch urban area 35.2 percent of households do their own 
oil changes on vehicles. 
A conservative estimate for the number of private motor 
vehicles in the Christchurch urban area is 153,310. 13 This 
would indicate that up to 54,000 vehicles could have oil 
changes performed by their owners. Assuming two oil changes per 
year at 3.0 litres of oil per oil change, then approximately 
324,000 litres of oil is changed by the vehicles' owners. This 
is a recyclable value of $32,400. 
Presently the majority of those performing their own oil 
changes dump the used oil (Table 14). 
12. Journal of Marketing, p. 37, July 1971. 
13. NZPO Registration figures 31/3/85 
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TABLE 14 
Disposal of Used Engine Oil 
=============================================================== 
Disposal 
Dump 
Paint Fences 
Sell it 
Reuse it 
Store it 
Burn 
Don't know 
% of households doing own 
oil changes 
22. 3 
17. 7 
17. 8 
14. 8 
8. 9 
2. 2 
16. 3 
100.0 
Valid Responses 135 
=============================================================== 
Of those 
be willing to 
facility was 
approximately 
who do their own oil changes, 56.4 percent would 
recycle their oil at a transfer station if the 
available. This indicates a commercial value of 
$18, 000. 
There were a number of the remaining 43.6 percent of "home 
mechanics" who stated they would be interested given tte 
appropriate incentive. 
4.6. 2 Recycling other material 
Table 15 indicates different methods of disposing of 
recyclable material by local residents. The major methods of 
recycling these materials do seem to vary by local authority. 
Table 16 indicates the major methods of disposal ranked by 
percentage of respondents who adopt that method in each local 
authority. In Waimari and Paparua the major form of recycling 
was by gate collection. 
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TABLE 15 
Disposal of Recyclable Materials 
=============================================================== 
Dispose Dispose Dispose Dispose 
of paper of glass of of 
( newspaper ( bottles clothing metal 
etc) etc) 
% % % % 
Method 
---~-------------------------------------------------- ---------
Rubbish Bag 21. 4 10. 6 4·.8 17. 1 
Dump 11. 7 10. 8 3. 0 29. 4 
Burn 19. 9 O. 6 1 . 1 2. 4 
Gate Collection 10. 2 4'. 5 24. 7 3. 0 
Charity Collection 9. 5 5. 0 41. 9 O. 2 
Recycle Transfer 
Station 9. 5 13. 0 2. 4 9. 7 
Recycle - other 13. 8 16. 4 8. 9 5. 4 
Bin ( commercial) 2. 2 5. 8 1. 3 5. 6 
Rags O. 0 O. 0 4. 5 O. 0 
Collected 
( Commerci al buyer) O. 0 22. 9 O. 0 1 . 1 
Sell O. 0 2. 8 O. 6 O. 6 
Don't know or 
Don't have 1.8 7.6 6. 8 25. 5 
100.0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 
Valid Responses 463 463 462 462 
=============================================================== 
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TABLE 16 
Disposal of Recyclable Material by Local Authority 
=============================================================== 
% of Respondents from: 
Newspapers 
Christchurch 
City Council 
Waimari Heathcote Paparua 
---------------------------------------------------------------
Rubbish Bag 16. 0 27. 8 51. 6 15. 9 
Dump 14. 5 5. 2 6. 5 4. 5 
Burn 21. 6 17. 4 9. 7 25. 0 
Recycle ( all me t hods) 42. 1 46. 0 25. 8 52. 3 
Glass 
Rubbish Bag 7. 8 15. 7 27.6 4. 5 
Dump 11 . 9 20. 9 9. 7 18. 2 
Recycle 
( Comme rc i al collecti on) 26. 7 10. 5 32. 3 52. 2 
Recycle ( other) 37.2 37. -4 25.8 18. 2 
Clothing 
Rubbish Bag 5. 6 1 . 7 6. 5 6. 8 
Dump 3. 3 2. 6 O. 0 6 R .0
Rags 3. 0 7.8 6. 5 2. 3 
Charity 39. 4, 38.3 61. 3 50. 0 
Recycle ( other) 36. 9 39. 1 22. 6 25. 1 
Metal 
Rubbish Bag 17. 5 17. 4 25. 8 6. 8 
Dump 26. 5 23. 5 54. 8 45. 5 
Recycle 23. 1 15. 6 9. 7 9. 0 
Valid Responses 462 
=============================================================== 
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4.6.3 Attitudes to recycling 
One of the major problems with recycling is seen as 
motivating the consumer to become the producer. In order to 
assess the level of conviction of residents towards different 
recycling methods, respondents were given the opportunity to 
express their level of support for either a gate collection 
method or recycling at transfer stations. Overall it would 
appear that respondents are more likely to separate recyclable 
material and deposit it at the gate for collection than take it 
to a transfer station (Table 17). 
TABLE 17 
Support of Recycling Schemes 
~===================================================== ========= 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
No Opinion 
Disagree 
Disagree Strongly 
Valid Responses 462 
Prepared to 
recycle by 
gate collection 
% 
28. 1 
58. 3 
6. 1 
6.0 
1 . 5 
100.0 
Prepared to 
recycle at 
Transfer Station 
% 
11. 0 
43. 0 
22.0 
21. 4 
2. 4 
100.0 
=============================================================== 
This trend is the same when results are assessed on a local 
authori ty basi s. 
When respondents were questioned about 
various councils informing the public 
activities, 54.7 percent considered they 
informed. However, 10.8 percent had 
percent of residents believing that 
adequately communicated with the public. 
the efficiency of 
regarding recycling 
had been adequately 
no opinion with 34.4 
councils have not 
By local authority, there were higher approval rates in 
Christchurch City Council and Heathcote areas, than Waimari and 
Paparua (Table 18), 
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TABLE 18 
Local Authorities have adeguatel~ 
informed Public about Recycling 
=============================================================== 
strongly Agree 
Agree 
No Opinion 
Disagree 
Disagree Strongly 
Valid Responses 460 
Christchurch 
City Council 
% 
4.9 
56. 7 
9. 7 
26.5 
2. 2 
100.0 
Waimari Heathcote PaparWl 
% % % 
2. 6 O. 0 2. 3 
40. 0 51. 6 43.2 
7.8 9. 7 25. 0 
39. 1 32.3 25.0 
10.4, 6. 5 4.5 
100. 0 100.0 100.0 
=============================================================== 
In summarising this section on recycling it is important 
to note that the major comments made by respondents regardi~g 
questions in this area would tend to indicate a major 
communications problem regarding information about schemes. 
Comments such as: 
"Yes, I would support it (8 recycling scheme) 
council ran a consistent programme. n 
if the 
and 
"I thought the council had abandoned recycling. n 
were reasonably common. 
Profiles of respondents are presented in Chapter 7, 
paragraph 7. 6. 
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CHAPTER 5 
ATTITUDES TO LITTER 
5.1 Introduction 
As an aid to understanding the public's attitudes and 
reaction to litter it is necessary to assess what they perceive 
to be litter. As well as analysing general comments, the 
particular aspects of cigarette smoking, air pollution, 
graffiti and littering of beaches are covered in this Chapter. 
5.2 Level of Litter Problem 
The 1983/84 attitude survey concluded that the majority of 
residents considered Christchurch had a serious litter problem, 
however the level of litter in their locality was remaining the 
same. Results from the 1985 survey show a similar trend. 
However, rather than a serious litter problem respondents were 
asked to express their level of agreement with the fact that 
Christchurch, and their particular suburb, had a litter 
problem. It would appear that generally the majority of the 
population (72.0 percent) consider that Christchurch has a 
problem but by suburb, those who support this view are 
considerably less (-39.3 percent) (Table 19). 
TABLE 19 
Level of Litter Problem 
=============================================================== 
Opinion 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
No Opinion 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Valid Responses 461 
Christchurch has 
a litter problem 
% 
21. 0 
51.0 
7.6 
19. 3 
1 . 1 
100.0 
Our Suburb has 
a litter problem 
% 
9. 1 
30. 2 
7.8 
50. 5 
2. 4 
100.0 
=============================================================== 
Residents in the Christchurch City Council area seemed to 
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feel more strongly about both of these issues than in the other 
local authority areas. Those suburbs where over 50 percent of 
residents considered there was a litter problem are listed in 
Table 20. 
TABLE 20 
Suburbs with a Litter Problem 
=====~======================================~========= ========= 
Suburb 
Parklands 
Bexley 
Spreydon 
Wainoni 
Avonside 
Aranui 
Merivale 
Linwood 
Bun-lOod 
New Br.ighton 
Radcliffs 
Valid Responses 95 
% of residents who consider 
a litter problem exists. 
85. 7 
77.8 
75. 0 
75. 0 
71. 4 
71. 0 
71. 0 
66. 9 
62. 5 
57.2 
57.0 
=============================================================== 
The amount of litter. has not noticeably decreased over the 
last two years according to the majority of respondents. 
Forty-two percent considered that there is more litter than two 
years ago, with 31.3 being unable to give an opinion. The 
remaining 26.7 percent consider that the amount of litter had 
decreased. 
5.3 What is Litter? 
The majority of residents (73.9 percent) define litter as 
"general rubbish" Or anything discarded. Those who consider 
terms such as "uncleanliness, carelessness" or "degradation" as 
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batter defining litter were a small proportion (11.9 percent) 
of respondents. The remaining 14.2 percent identified litter 
with some physical object e. g. paper, cans etc. 
Rather than identify what residents believe is the origin 
of litter,14 respondents were questioned about the four main 
items which make up the majority of the litter stream. Paper 
was the most common item mentioned (Table 21). 
TABLE 21 
Most Common Items Perceived in the Litter stream 
=============================================================== 
% of respondents 
Ranking Item 
1 Paper 21.2 
2 Cans 15. 3 
3 Food Containers 10. 5 
4 Bottles 8. 6 
5 Cigarettes 7.5 
6 Cigarette Packets 5. 4 
7 Gum 3. 4 
8 Plastic Bottles 2. 9 
9 Food Scraps 2. 2 
10 Broken Glass 2. 1 
Valid Responses 461 
Note: Ranki ng based on perce ntage of res pondents who se 1 ect ed 
particular items and averaged over four choices. 
=============================================================== 
The majority of respondents identify graffiti and air 
pollution as forms of litter. However, noise and posters were 
not seen as such a problem (Table 22). 
14. In the 1983/84 attitude survey the major origin of litter 
was thought to be household refuse. 
-27-
TABLE 22 
Forms of litter 
=============================================================== 
% of Respondents 
Is a form Is NOT a No Total 
of litter form of opinion 
litter 
% % % % 
Form 
Graffiti 61. 9 34. 6 3. 5 100.0 
Air Pollution 61 . 2 34. 6 4. 1 100.0 
Posters 47. 3 46. 6 6. i 100. a 
Noise 45. 9 51. 1 3. 0 100. 0 
Leaves 40. 3 5 B. 1 1 . 5 100. 0 
Valid Responses 462 
=============================================================== 
5.3. Air Pollution 
Because of Christchurch's particular winter climatic 
conditions, it would appear that a majority of residents (56.8 
per cent) would prefer "to see the prohibition of burning of 
wood and coal in non-clean burning systems. However, results 
do vary by local authority (Table 23). 
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TABLE 23 
Prohibition of Burning Wood and Coal 
in Non-Clean Burning Appliances 
=============================================================== 
Total Sample 
Local Authority 
Christchurch City 
Council 
Waimari 
Heathcote 
Paparua 
Valid Responses 458 
Should 
prohibit 
% 
56. 8 
57.6 
55. 3 
67.7 
45. 5 
Should 
NOT 
prohibit 
% 
38. 0 
35. 7 
42. 1 
32. 3 
47.7 
No 
opinion 
% 
5.2 
6. 7 
2. 6 
O. 0 
6. 8 
Total 
% 
100.0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
====================================~========================== 
Local residents are equally divided on their 
regarding the burning of garden rubbish etc. 
residents in the Heathcote council areas appear 
Once 
to be 
attitudes 
again 
most 
strongly opposed to this practice <Table 24). 
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TABLE 24 
Prohibition of Burning Garden Refuse 
=============================================================== 
Total Sample 
LocaL Authority 
Christchurch City 
Council 
Waimari 
Heathcote 
Paparua 
Valid Responses 461 
Should 
prohibit 
% 
48. 9 
49. 8 
46. 1 
54.8 
47. 7 
Should NOT 
prohibit 
% 
48. 3 
46. 1 
53. 0 
45. 2 
50. 0 
No Tot a::" 
opinion 
% % 
2. 8 100. 0 
4. 1 100. 0 
O. 9 100. C 
O. 0 100. 0 
2.3 100. 0 
=============================================================== 
5. 3.2 Cigarette Problem 
Although cigarettes were ranked reasonably high as a source 
of litter (refer Table 21, p. 26) they do not present any 
particular problem in street cleaning. They often break down 
due to weathering etd and are disposed of through drainage 
systems. However, they are noticed as being untidy and giving 
a littered appearance to the environment. 
On a household basis 40 percent of Christchurch households 
have one or more smoking residents. However, on a per capita 
basis it w6uld appear that only 27 percent of residents smoke 
cigarettes. Of those who smoke 49.6 percent (approximate~y 
30,000 individuals) 15 deposit cigarette butts in the gutter cr 
on the footpath when smoking in public. A questionable 41.7 
percent of smokers stated they didn't smoke in public. Seven 
percent would not indicate how they disposed of cigarette 
butts. 
5.3. 3 Litter on beaches 
Only 
regularly 
preference 
54.3 percent of all respondents 
during a summer period. Ranked 
the most popular beaches. are: 
visit beaches 
in order of 
15. Based on 1981 Christchurch urban area census figure of 
2 8 9, 3 9 2 (u sin g 0 n 1 y tho s e 0 vel' age 0 f 1 5 yea I' s , i. e. 2 2 2, 7 0 1 ) 
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1. Brighton 
2. Sumner 
3. Wai mari 
4. Taylors Mistake 
5. South Brighton 
Of those who visit these beaches regularly only 35.8 
percent consider them to be litter free. The remaining 64.2 
percent consider that the beaches have a litter problem. Of 
the approximately 121,000 10 who visit beaches regularly, 4 
percent, or 4800 people,17 consider it is appropriate to leave 
litter in the sand provided it is covered over and not near 
anyone. 
~. 4 Dealing with the Litter Problem 
The vast majority of the local pop~lation (83 to 90 
percent) state they disagree with depositing litter of any form 
in public. This resulted from assessing public attitudes to: 
1. Type of litter e. g. bio-degradable etc. 
2. Amount of litter. 
3. Respondents motivation i. e. would they deposit 
litter where it was already lying. 
This result is not surprising. However, when the number of 
those who are careless or apathetic towards the environment are 
calculated the size of this group is significant. The 10 - 17 
percent of the Christchurch urban area residents that represent 
this group approximates 22,000 to 38,000 18 people. 
(For a detailed profile of this group refer Chapter 7, 
paragraph 7.11.). 
As with the 1983/84 attitude survey the 
1985 survey (67.9 percent of all respondents) 
enforcement of litter laws may alleviate the 
20.8 percent disagreed with this view and the 
percent had no opinion. 
majority of the 
consider that 
litter problem. 
remaining 11.3 
Although 71.1 percent of respondents believed that 
for 
the 
individuals created, and therefore were responsible 
solving, litter problems, 21 percent disagreed, while 
remaining 8 percent made no comment. 
As with the 1983/84 survey there was a strong level of 
support for developing communication and education programmes 
as a method of improving the litter problem. However, support 
for contributions through rates and taxes for such schemes was 
much lower (Table 25). 
16. See footnote 15, p. 29 
17. See footnote 15, p. 29 
18. See footnote 15, p. 29 
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TABLE 25 
Solving the Litter Probl~m 
=============================================================== 
% of respondents who: 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
No Opinion 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Valid Responses 461 
Communication 
and education 
an effective 
method. 
% 
18. 2 
64. 0 
6. 7 
9. 8 
1 . 3 
100. 0 
Contributions 
through r~~es ~nd 
t~x~~ for d~veloping 
programmes. 
% 
2.6 
41. 4 
12. 8 
33. 2 
10. 0 
100. 0 
=============================================================== 
5. 4. Public Rubbish Bins 
Although 73 percent of respondents cl~im rubbish bins are 
easily recognizeable only 57.8 percent consider they are of 
adequate size. It would appear that the majority of re~iderits 
would like to see more bins around the city with only 45 
percent considering there are presently an adequate number. 
The major comment passed on the size of bin~ w~s that they 
are adequate if those located in high use ar~~s are ~mptied 
ft'equently. 
Perhaps a way of financing extra rubbi~h bins is through 
commercial sporisors. When questioned about this 78.8 petcent 
of respondents agreed with the proposal, with 5.4 percent riot' 
worried whether or not commerci~lsponsorship wa~ obt~ined. 
The remaining 15.8 percent were against sponsorshi p. 
5.4.2 Rubbish bags in vehicles. 
Respondents continually mentioned motorists as being a 
source of litter, which is similar to responses obtained in the 
1983/84 attitude survey. When respondents were questioned 
about their own vehicles having rubbish bags 43. 1 perc~nt 
affirmed that they had; Forth-two percent stated their vehicles 
did not. This would indicate as m~ny as 64,000 19 vehicles iri 
the Christchurch urban area m~y not have rubbish b~gs. 
19. See Footnote 15, p. 29 
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5.5 Reason for Rubbish Disposal 
When asked the reason for collection and disposal of 
rubbish, less than half (46.8 percent) identified the main 
reason as being associ~ted with hygiene considerations. 
Forty-ona percent claimed th~t "keeping the environment tidy" 
was the m~in reason for rubbish disposal. Eight percent 
considered that "habit" or other reasons were important. Four 
percent of all respondehts could not give a reason for rubbish 
disposal. 
Profiles of respondents referred to in Chapter 5 are 
available in Chapter 7, paragraph 7.7. 
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CHAPTER 6 
COMMUNICATION 
6.1 Introduction 
Campaigns which are instituted with the aim of affecting 
behaviour of a large group of people rely heavily on 
efficiently communicating with the target group. It is 
therefore imperative that such programmes are objectively 
designed, carefully implemented, continuously monitored and 
regularly updated. This means that organizations undertaking 
such activities must identify clearly the target audiences, 
understand the media habits of those audiences and be able to 
monitor the progress (awareness levels) of their campaign. 
6.2 Civic Pride 
The majority of respondents (71.1 percent) did not know 
what Civic Pride was, however, those who stated ". it is to 
raise the level of pride in where we live and work" are 
predominantly in the City Council area (Table 26). 
TABLE 26 
Awareness of Ci vi c Pride 
=============================================================== 
% of respondents 
Don't Anti- Ins ti 1 pride Total 
Know Litter in where we 
Campaign Ii ve and work 
Total 71 . 1 20. 5 8. 4 100.0 
Local Authority 
Christchurch 
Ci ty Council 71. 7 1 7. 1 11 . 2 100.0 
Heathcote 64. 5 35. 5 O. a 100. a 
Waimari 73.0 20. 9 6. 1 100.0 
Paparua 65. 9 29. 5 4.6 100. a 
Valid Responses 459 
=============================================================== 
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Of those 28.9 percent who considered Civic Pride to be 
either an anti-litter campaign or pride in the environment, the 
majority (83.4 percent) had heard about it through the media, 
i. e. radio, television or newspapers. The remaining 16.6 
percent had been informed of Civic Pride through family i. e. 
children at school. 
6. 2. 1 Litter Act 
As with the 1983/84 attitude survey present results show a 
low awareness level of the Litter Act. Over all respondents 
52.1 percent had not heard of the Act, and those who had, cited 
newspapers, radio and television as being the main vehicles of 
communication. 
6. 2. 2 Keep NZ Beautiful 
Of all statements provided this had the highest level of 
recognition with 89.8 percent of all respondents stating they 
were aware of it. The main forms of media which were 
associated with this term are given in Table 27. 
TABLE 27 
Awareness . of Keep NZ Beautiful 
=============================================================== 
Form of Media 
TV 
General Publicity 
(not defi ned) 
Radio 
Newspaper/magazines 
Friends 
Have heard but unsure how 
Have NOT heard 
Valid Response~ 4~3 
% of respondents 
27.9 
23. 5 
10. 2 
11 . 3 
1 . 3 
15. 6 
10. 2 
100. a 
=============================================================== 
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6. 2. 3 Recycling 
Respondents were questioned to see if they could recall the 
manner in which they had heard the phrases: 
1 . " R ec y c 1 e it· s not all rub b ish. .. ; and 
2 . .. Don' t rub b ish me." 
Of the 73 percent who had heard phrase one, 34 percent 
recognized it from television. The level of awareness of the 
second phrase was low with only 44 percent of respondents 
recognizing it. The majority of these people stated that 
general publicity was the method by which they heard this 
phras e. 
6.2.4 statements associated with Civic Pride 
As a 
awareness 
(Table 28). 
further 
Ie vels 
measure of recognition of Civic Pride, 
were measured for particular statements 
TABLE 28 
Awareness of Civic Pride statements 
==============================================================:: 
statement 
Leave only your footprints 
Clean Community System 
Love Beautiful Christchurch 
Take a Shine to your City 
Valid Responses 463 
% of respondents 
who have heard 
38. 0 
26. 8 
64.4 
14. 7 
=============================================================== 
6.3 Media Patterns 
As an aid to developing future communication programmes 
respondents were questioned regarding print media, radio 
listening and television viewing habits. 
6. 3. 1 Print Media 
On a 
deli vered. 
population 
frequently 
basis, 73.8 percent have a newspap~r 
a greater majority (88 percent) of t~e 
read the newspaper almost daily or more 
household 
However, 
actually 
(Table 29). 
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TABLE 29 
Frequency of Reading Newspaper 
=============================================================== 
Frequency % of respondents 
Daily 81. 3 
Almost daily 6.7 
1 --2 weekly 8.7 
Seldom/never 3. 3 
100. 0 
Valid Responses 460 
==============================================.================= 
Presently it appears that the most popular newspaper is The 
Press (Table 30). 
TABLE 30 
Which Newspaper Read 
=============================================================== 
Newspaper % of respondents 
Press 42. 3 
star 36. 7 
Both 1 8. 1 
None 2.9 
-----
100.0 
Valid Responses 460 
=============================================================== 
Local community newspapers seem to be relatively popular 
with 81.3 percent of respondents overall reading them. 
However, the proportion is noticeably lower in the Waim~ri area 
(Table 31). 
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TABLE 31 
Level of Community Newspaper Readership 
by Local Authority 
=============================================================== 
Local Authority 
Christchurch 
City Council 
Heathcote 
Wai mari 
Paparua 
Valid Responses 460 
Read 
% 
82. 8 
83.9 
74.8 
86. 4-
Do NOT Read 
% 
17. 2 
16. 1 
25. 2 
13. 6 
Total 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100. 0 
============================~====:============================~;= 
Magazines are reasonably popular with 52.5 percent of 
respondents regularly buying them. Of those who purchase 
magazines 29 percent regularly buy the Listener, 26.7 percent 
Women's Weekly and 7 percent Readers Digest. These were the 
most popular magazines mentioned. 
6. 3. 2 Television 
The majority of respondents (97.2 percent) 
television. As a predominant channel TV1 seems 
preferred (Table 32). 
TABLE 32 
Television Channel Most Hatched 
stated they had 
to be the most 
====================================================== =~======= 
Predominarit Channel 
% of respondents 
who have TV 
_________________________________________ ~ ________ ~ ________ ~_v __ 
TV1 38. 4, 
TV2 12. 0 
About Even 49. 6 
100. 0 
Valid Responses 448 
=============================================================== 
-38-
As communication is of prime importance in campaigns such 
a~ Civic Pride. and programmes of this nature often rely on 
publicity news items. measurement was made of ,residents viewing 
of local television news. Eighty-five percent of those 
citizens with television watch the local news programme, 
however., the frequency varies (Table ~3~. 
TABLE 33 
Frequency of Watching Local 
Television News Programme 
=============================================================== 
% of respondents who 
have television 
Frequency 
Every night 54. 9 
1-2 per week 17.6 
Infrequent 6. 3 
Never 4. 5 
Don't know 16. 7 
100.0 
Jalid Responses 448 
=============================================================== 
It also appears that the majority 
would support a "council comment" 
local news (Table 34). 
of the viewing public 
programme as part of the 
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TABLE 34 
Support for Council Comment News Programme 
=================:======================:==::=====:========:=== 
Would watch regularly 
Would NOT. watch 
Unsure 
Valid Responses 448 
% of respondents who 
have television 
70. 1 
26. 4 
3. 5 
100. a 
=============================================================== 
6.3.3 Radio 
In assessing radio listening patterns, the relative 
importance of a secondary radio station is also assessed. 
Fifty-nine percent of the listening public listen to at least 
two radio stations. This equates to 56.5 percent of the total 
population. Table 35 provides listening figures, both for 
primary and secondary stations. This Table also gives an 
indication of the listening levels at certain times by 
respective percentages of listeners who listen to the specified 
stations. 
-40-
TABLE 35 
Respondent Listening Patterns 
========================~============================= ========= 
% of public 
% of listening 
public 
3ZB 3ZM 
Radio Radio Radio 
Avon U Rhema YA 
42. 1 1 3. 0 1 2. 1 2. 4 3. 7 1 9 .. 9 
[9.71 [9.9] [12.11 [1.7] [3.7] [11.4] 
ye 
2.4 
[ 8. 0] 
44.1 13.6 12.7· 2. 5 
[ 3. 0] 
3.8 20.8 2.5 
[ 1 7. 2] [1 7. 6] [21. 41 [6.5] [20.2] [14.1] 
Note: The following are expressed as percentages of those 
listening to the specified station. 
% listening 
weekday a. m. 
% listening 
weekday p. ri'l. 
% listening 
~eekday early 
evening 
% listening 
weekday late 
evening 
% listening 
wee~end a. m. 
% listening 
weekend p. m. 
% listening 
weekend early 
evening 
% listening 
weekend late 
evening 
Valid Responses 
90.3 93.3 94.6 72.7 94.1 87.0 54.5 
[95.6] [91.31 [91.11 [87.5J [88.21 [94.3] [97.3] 
42.1 25.0 37.5 36.4 35.3 30.4 45.5 
[40.0] [41.3] [55.4] [25..0] [29.4] [37.7] [32.4] 
36.1 30.0 23.2 36.4 41.2 29.3 36.4 
[26.7] [30.4] [44.6] [25.0] [47.1] [43.4] [27.0] 
19.6 13.3 14.3 36.4 17.6 16.3 18.2 
[11.1] [10.9] [32.11 [12.5] [23.5] [20.8] [13.51 
77.4 78.3 80.4 45.5 82.4 81.5 54.5 
[86.7] [80.4] [73.21 [62.5J [94.1] [83.0J [81.11 
49.7 53.3 33.9 45.5 35.3 29.3 45.5 
[33.3] [50.0] [58.9] [50.0] [29.4] [39.6] [35.1] 
28.7 40.0 26.8 18.2 35.3 23.9 27.3 
[31.1] [30.4] [39.31 [25.01 [52.9] [22.6] [24.3] 
18.0 26.7 16.1 27.3 17.6 9.8 18.2 
[8.9] [17.4] [30.4] [12.5] [29.4] [17.0] [10.8] 
455 
Note: [ ] indicates percentages of secondary station choice. 
===========================================~=================== 
From Table 35 it is obvious that more people listen to 
their respective radio stations during the week than at the 
weekends. The trend also appears that radio is listened to 
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more in the mornings with the level of listening dropping 
during the day. Seventy-five percent of the listening public 
listen to the radio for 6 hours or less during weekdays, 
whereas 74.4 percent of the weekend listening public listen to 
the radio six hours or less. 
To obtain a description of media profiles refer to Chapter 
7, paragraph 7.12 
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CHAPTER 7 
PROFILES 
7.1 Introduction 
The following profiles are provided for those developing 
programmes involved with issues covered in the various sections 
of this report. 
72 Beautification Profiles 
It would appear that those who take pride in their 
e nvi r'onme n t do not vary by age, income, oc c upa t i on or 
ed.ucation. However, those who do not have strong opinions tend 
to be in the older age groups (i. e. over 60 years of age). 
Presumably this is because of them being less mobile and 
therefore less aware of changes in the environment. There is a 
trend for those who feel less proud of Christchurch, relative 
to their nominated city, to have a had a tertiary education. 
In supporting developments such as the mall and square etc 
the most noticeable trend is the decrease in support by older, 
retired people and also those on lower incomes. This appears 
to be coincident with problems of access in these developed 
areas. This trend is more pronounced in the support of further 
developments of this kind. Whereas 80.4 percent of those under 
25 support further developments, only 41.8 percent of those 
over 65 years of age feel the same way. In comparison, 17.4 
percent of those under 25 are against developments as compared 
with 42.0 percent of those over 65 being opposed. 
The level of support declines almost linearly with age 
increase. 
As expected those on lower incomes express the strongest 
opposition to further developments, however by occupation those 
most in favour are people employed in the sales area. Those 
unemployed and working in the clerical and technical areas are 
the occupational groups showing a consistent negative attitude 
to further mall development. 
Those visiting parks and recreational areas regularly tend 
to be younger people, on medium income levels. Those who have 
occupations as professional and trades persons tend to be more 
frequent visitors to park and recreation areas (Tables 36, 37 
and 38). 
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TABLE 36 
frequency of Visits to Parks and Recreational Areas by Age 
=============================================================== 
AGE 
Weekly 
Fortnightly 
Monthly 
2-3 Monthly 
Annually 
Never 
<25 
% 
50.0 
16. 7 
14. 6 
10. 4 
6. 2 
2. 1 
- ----
100; 0 
Valid Responses 458 
25-29 
% 
30. 2 
25. 6 
30. 2 
7. 0 
7. 0 
0.0 
-----
100. 0 
30-39 40-49 
% % 
48. 1 27.3 
18. 5 10. 6 
13. 7 18. 2 
14. 8 13. 6 
4.9 16. 7 
0.0 13. 6 
----- -~----
100. 0 100. 0 
50-59 60-65 
% % 
25. 5 23. 9 
12. 7 4. 5 
16. 4 13. 4 
23. 6 29. 9 
16. 3 17. 9 
5.5 10. 4 
----- -----
100. 0 100. 0 
>65 
% 
20. 4 
7. 1 
14. 3 
14. 3 
20.4 
23.5 
-----
100. 0 
=============================================================== 
TABLE 37 
Freguncy of Visits to Parks and Recreational Areas by 
by Occupation 
====================================================== ========~ 
Occupation 
Prof! CIeri Sales Service Trades! Retired Unemployed 
Manag Tech Labourer 8. others 
% % % % % % % 
---------------------------------------------------------------
Weekly 45. a 27. 3 33. 3 37. 2 36. 8 21 . 1 30.0 
Fortnightly 
17. 0 22. 7 11. 2 11. 6 1 6. 1 5. 3 15. 0 
Monthly 14. 0 22. 8 O. 0 18. 6 13. 8 14. 9 30.0 
2-3 Monthly 
15. 0 13. 6 44. 4 9. 3 16. 1 19. 3 5.0 
Annually 7. a 9. 1 O. 0 18. 6 10. 3 21 . 0 10. 0 
Never 2. 0 4. 5 1 1 . 1 4. 7 6. 9 18. 4 10. 0 
-- --- -- --- ----- ----- -----
--- .... - -----
100. a 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 
Valid Responses 395 
============~================================================~= 
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TABLE 38 
Frequency of Visits to Parks and Recreational Areas Q]L 
Income Level 
=============================================================== 
Household 10- 15- 20- 25-
Income <10 000 15 000 20 000 25 000 30 000 >30 000 
( $ per annum) % % % % % % 
---------------------------------------------------------------
Weekly 15. 9 30. 4 40. 8 37. 5 47. 4 34. 7 
Fortnightly 4. 8 15. 2 14. 1 17. 9 7. 9 19. 4 
Monthly 22. 0 16. 5 18. 3 16. 1 15. 8 15. 3 
2-3 Monthly 18. 2 15. :2 12. 7 12. 5 18. 4 18. 1 
Annually 17.1 13. 8 1 1 . 3 14. 2 5. 3 11 . 1 
Never 22. 0 8. 9 2. 8 1 . 8 5. 4 1 . 4 
----- ----- ----- ----- ----:- -----
100. 0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 100. 0 
Valid Responses 398 
~===================================================== ========= 
7.3 Rubbish Collection System Profiles 
Generally those who were either satisfied with present 
collection systems did not vary by age, income, occupation or 
education. The relatively high approval rate (85 percent plus) 
was common over most of these demographic characteristics. 
However, when lookihg at characteristics of those who employ 
commercial organizations a certain pattern emerges. Those on 
high incomes, in the professional/managerial occupations and 
either under 25 or in the 40-49 age groups are greater users of 
such a service (Tables 39, 40 and 41). 
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TABLE 39 
Users of Commercial Rubbish Removal Organizations 
by Occupation 
====================================================== =====~=== 
Occupation 
Professional/Managerial 
Clerical/Technical 
Sales 
Services 
Tradesmen/Labourers 
Retired 
Unemployed/other 
Valid Responses 395 
23. 0 
18. 2 
22. 2 
18. 6 
18. 4 
1 5, 8 
i O. 0 
Do Use 
% 
[ 31. 5] 
f 5. 5J 
r. 2. 7J 
[11.0] 
[ 22. 0] 
[ 24.6] 
[ 2. 7] 
-_._----
[100.0] 
indicates column percentages. 
Do Not Use 
% 
77.0 [ 23.9] 
81. 8 [ 5. 7] 
77. 8 [ 2. 1 ] 
81 . 4 [10.8] 
81. 6 [ 22.0] 
84. 2 [ 29.9] 
90. 0 [ 5. 6] 
------
[100.0] 
Total 
% 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100. Q 
100. 0 
==============~=========:===============================~====== 
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TABLE 40 
Users of Commercial Rubbish Removal Organizations 
by Income 
=============================================================== 
Household Income $ (p. a.) 
<10 000 
10-15 000 
15-20 000 
20-25 000 
25-30 000 
> 30 000 
Don't know/ 
Will not discuss 
Valid Responses 461 
Note: [ ] indicates column 
7.3 
15. 2 
18. 3 
14. 3 
15. 8 
27.8 
33. 3 
Do Use 
% 
[ 7. 0] 
[ 14. 0] 
[15.1) 
[ 9. 3) 
[ 7. 3] 
[ 23. 3] 
[ 24. 3) 
-------
[100.0) 
percentages. 
Do NOT Use 
% 
92. 7 [ 20.0] 
84. 8 [17.8] 
81.7 [15.4] 
85. 7 [12.8] 
84. 2 [ 8. 5] 
72. 2 [13.8J 
66. 7 [11.5] 
[100.0) 
Total 
% 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
100. a 
100. a 
100. 0 
100. a 
-------
=============================================================== 
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TABLE 41 
Users of Commercial Rubbish Removal Organizations 
by Age 
=============================================================== 
Age 
<25 
25-29 
3.0-39 
4.0-49 
50-59 
6.0-65 
> 65 
Valid Responses 459 
Note: [ J indicates column 
22. 9 
9. 3 
17. 3 
33. 3 
21. 8 
19. 4 
10. 2 
Do Use 
% 
[12.81 
[ 4. 71 
[16.3] 
[ 25. 6] 
[14.0] 
[15.11 
[11.6] 
-------
[1.oO.OJ 
percentages 
Do NOT Use 
% 
77. 1 [ 9. 91 
90. 7 [10.6] 
82.7 [18.0] 
66. 7 [11.8] 
78. 2 [11.6] 
80. 6 { 14. 5] 
89. 8 [23.6] 
-------
{iQO.O] 
Tota,l 
100. a 
1.00. a 
100. 0 
1 .0.0.0 
100;.0 
10.0. a 
10.0. a 
======================================~=======================~ 
7.4 City Council Skip Scheme - User's Profile 
By occupation the only noticeable trend was that those 
employed in the clerical technical fields used th~ skip scheme 
less. Fewer younger people ( < 25 ) and more older people were 
inclined to use the scheme. The higher proportion of those who 
used this facility were on lower incomes (i. e. under $15 000 
per annum). 
7.5 Metro Refuse Stations - User's Profile 
Of those who have visited Metro Refuse stations the major 
occupational groups were professional persons and clerical! 
technical people. Those who least visited were employed in the 
sales areas or were retired. As could be expected the young 
(under 25 years of age) and people over 65 had visited the 
stations least. There was a relationship with income, in that 
the higher the household income the more likely that 
respondents had visited (Table 42). 
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TABLE 42 
Those who have Visited Transfer Statibns by Income Level 
=============================================================== 
Household Income 
($ per annum) 
<10 000 
10 - 15 000 
15 - 20 000 
20 - 25 000 
25 - 30 000 
>30 000 
Valid Responses 396 
Have Visited 
% 
39. 5 [ 15. 2] 
45. 6 [17.11 
54.9 [18.6] 
58. 9 [15.7] 
59.5 [10.5] 
66. 7 [22.9] 
-------
[100.0J 
Have NOT visited Total 
% 
60.5 [ 26.6] 100.0 
54.4 [23.4] 100. 0 
45. 1 [17.4] 100.0 
41 . 1 [12.5] 100.0 
37. 8 [ 7. 6) 100.0 
31. 9 [12.5] 100. 0 
-------
[100.0) 
=============================================================== 
7. 5. 1 Opinions on Metro Refuse Station Charges. 
Overall, the opinions, by the 49.2 percent of users who 
consider charges too high, did not vary by occupation or age. 
However, it was noticeable that as incomes increased more 
respondents considered that the dumping charges were excessive. 
This coincides with the increased usage of stations by those on 
higher income levels. 
7.6 Recycling - Profiles 
Those who do their own oil changes tend to be in the 
tradesmen/labourer or services occupations. Those older, 
.retired people are less likely to do their own oil changes, 
whereas, those in the 30 - 39 age group earning $15 - 20 000 
per year are more likely to undertake this task. 
Residents who recycle other waste materials do not vary 
greatly by occupation, age or income levels, except that 
overall older people tend to recycle waste materials less. 
Presumably this occurs due to mobility problems. In looking at 
all the demographics what is noticeable is the level of 
recycling of various product groups. Ranked in order of 
support by demographics Table 43 indicates the minimum and 
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maximum levels of support by the particular demographic group 
of the various recyclable materials. 
TABLE 43 
Levels of Support of Recycling Materials 
by Various Demographics 
=======~============================================== ========= 
Demographic 
All 
occupational 
groups 
All age 
groups 
All income 
levels 
Clothing 
% 
65.1-100.0 
( O. 0 - 4. 0) 
64.6-80.2 
( O. 0- 4.7) 
63.2-83.1 
(0.0-7.9) 
Valid Responses 459 
Glass 
% 
42.5-65.0 
(11.0-19.5) 
37.9-61.8 
(9.1-18.8) 
44.4-53.6 
(8.5-18.4) 
Recycled: 
Paper 
% 
25. 3-39. 0 
(0.0-13.6) 
23.3-38.8 
( 8. 2 -1 4. 5) 
26. 3-44. 6 
(6.1-13.1) 
Metal 
% 
O. 0- 9. 6 
( 0.0-21.1) 
1.5-13.6 
(6.3-13.6) 
5.6-12.7 
(5.1-14.3) 
Note: Figures enclosed by ( indicate the proportions of the 
various demographic groupings that recycled the indicated 
materials through a transfer station~ 
=============================================================== 
From Table 43 it is noticeable that transfer stations seem 
to be preferred in the recycling of metal objects. The methods 
of recycling (other than through a transfer station), 
encompassed all those indicated by respondents. 
In assessing attitudes to recycling, the stronger levels of 
support for a gate collection system did not vary by occupation 
or age, however, those on lower incomes seemed to support this 
proposal more strongly. 
The profiles of those who support the idea of recycling at 
transfer stations follows the profiles of those who use the 
stations (Refer paragraph 7.5. ). 
Those who considered that the councils have not adequately 
informed the public tend to be employed in cle~ical/technical 
or professional/managerial occupations. They are on mid to 
high income levelS, most have tertiary qualificatioris and tend 
to reside in the Waimari local authority area. 
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7.7 Profiles associated with litter 
Those who perceive that Christchurch has a litter problem 
tend to be homogeneous in occupation, age, income and 
educational characteristics. However, those who hold the 
strongest views that Christchurch has a litter problem fall 
into two broad groups. They tend to be either unemployed or 
retired people, on low incomes and in either the younger' or 
older age groups. 
Younger people (those under 25 years of age) generally do 
not consider grafitti to be litter, whereas, those who consider 
air pollution to be a from of litter do not vary 
demographi c ally. The re is, however. a not i ceabl e age t re nd 
with those who consider noise to be litter in that higher 
proportions of those respondents in older age groups consider 
this to be the case. 
7.8 Air Pollution Profile 
It is noticeable that those residents who are younger, (i. e 
und~r 39 years of age) and have completed higher levels of 
educational training consider air pollution a litter problem. 
There are distinct demographic trends associated with 
respondents who consider that the burning of wood and coal 
should be prohibited in non clean-burning appliances. These 
people are predominantly employed in the professional / 
managerial, sales and clerical/technical occupations. They 
tend to be under 39 years of age, have tertiary qualifications 
and be on higher incomes (i. e. above $20 000 per annum). Those 
who prefer to preserve the opportunity to burn wood and coal, 
tend to be on lower incomes, unemployed or retired, have lower 
levels of education and have a wide age variation. This would 
tend to imply economic considerations are a key factor in 
residents' attitudes towards air pollution. 
Older, retired people and those aged 25 - 29 in the sales 
occupations tend to be against prohibition of burning garden 
refuse. However, the most noticeable trend is in income 
levels. As incomes increase so'does the level of opposition to 
burni ng garden refuse. Once agai n, t hi s te nds tore i nforc e the 
economic considerations of rubbish disposal (Table 44). 
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TABLE 44 
Income Levels and Support for Prohibition 
of Burning Garden Refuse 
=============================================================== 
Household Income 
($ per annum) 
< 1 0 000 
1 0 - 1 5 000 
1 5 - 20 000 
20 - 25 000 
25 - 30 000 
>30 000 
Valid Responses 
Prohibit burning 
of garden refuse 
% 
39. a 
38. a 
57.7 
51. 8 
63. 2 
55. 6 
462 
Allow Burning 
of garden refuse 
% 
56. 1 
59. 5 
40. 8 
42.9 
34. 2 
43. 1 
No 
Opinion 
% 
4. 9 
4. 5 
1. 4 
5. 4 
2. 6 
1. 3 
=========================================-===================== 
The most not.iceable opposition, to prohibition of burning 
garden refuse came from tertiary qualified respondents. Sixty 
percent of this group were opposed to prohibiti.on. 
7.9 Cigarette Smokers Profile 
Those sm6kers who admitted depositing cigarette butts on 
footpaths and in gutters are more predominantly e~ployed in the 
services, tradesmen/labourer occupations or they are 
unemployed. There is a strong relationship with age with 95% 
of smokers under 25 years of age discarding butts in tbis 
manner (Table 45). 
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TABLE 45 
Where Pedestrian Smokers Deposit Cigarette Butts by Age 
=============================================================== 
Age 
<25 
25-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60-65 
>65 
Valid Responses 
Deposit in gutterl 
on footpath 
% 
95. 5 
60. a 
47.8 
37.5 
35. 7 
33. 3 
22.2 
125 
other 
Methods 
% 
4. 5 
40. 0 
52,2 
62. 5 
64. 3 
66. 7 
7.8 
Total 
% 
100. a 
100. 0 
100. a 
100. 0 
100. a 
100. a 
100. a 
=============================================================== 
7.10 Beach Litterers Profile 
Those who are either abathetic or approve of depositing 
litter in the sand whilst visiting a beach are employed in the 
tradesm.n/labourer, services occupations or are unemployed. 
They vary across most age groups under the age of 60, however, 
are more noticeably under 39 years of age. Those on income 
levels below $15 000 per annum are the main offenders, with 
most having completed a secondari or poly tech level of 
education. It is likely that his group would b~ approximately 
4800 20 in number. 
7. 11 Careless and Apathetic Citizen Profile 
In attempting to affect citizens' attitudes to their 
environment it is important that those involved have details of 
the main target groups. Consequently this particular group 
represents the most significant target audience of all the 
profile groups. The characteristics of this group were 
obtained by analysing their opinions of: 
20. Refer Chapter 5, paragraph 5.3.3. 
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1. Depositing different forms of litter in public; 
2. Small amount s of lit t er not bei ng a prob~ em; 
3. Approving of depositing litter 
I yi ng; 
where it is already 
4. Individuals being responsible for litter problems; 
5. Use of communication and education programmes 
alleviate these problems; and 
6. Attitudes to litter on beaches. 
to 
Overall those who are negative towards their environment 
fall in most occupational groups, ages and income levels. 
However, there was a predominance of older retired people on 
lower incomes not having strong feelings about enviroriment~l 
issues. These respondents tended to be apathetic rather than 
actively negative. 
The occupational groupings of those who 
towards the environment are given in Table 46. 
TABLE 46 
Occupations of Careless Respondents 
careless 
=============================================================== 
Occupation 
Unemployed 
Services 
Tradesmen/labourers 
Professional/Managerial 
Sales 
Clerical/Technical 
Valid Responses 459 
% of respective 
occupational groups 
18. 3 
15. 9 
14. 2 
11. 1 
9. 2 
7.6 
Not e: Thes e proport ions were calc ul a ted as an a VI:! rage 
particular grouping's opinions over six factors. 
of the 
====================================================== ========~ 
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Naturally, the income levels of these residents are 
dictated by their occupations and tend t.o vary. However, there 
appears to be a stronger link between lower incomes (i. e. those 
under $15 000) and the level of apathy towards the environment. 
Educationally there is a strong association between those 
who are either apathetic 61" careless and have not completed ariy 
form of education beyond the secondary level. This person is 
also predominantly male. 
There is a noticeable trend in location of respondents who 
have negative or apathetic attitudes, however i~ sh6uld be 
noted there were a small percentage of these type of people in 
almost every suburb. Table 47 indicates the three highest 
ranked groupings. The suburbs in each group were selected on 
the basis of the proportion of residents who indicated a 
consistent careless or apathetic attitude based on six £actors 
relating to littering (Table 47). 
TABLE 47 
Location of Careless Respondents 
=============================================================== 
Ranking 
1 st 
2nd 
3rd 
Valid Responses 88 
Suburb 
Dallington 
Inner City 
Hoon Hay 
Sockburn 
Addington 
Sydenham 
Hillsborough 
North New Brighton 
Bexley 
Beckenham 
Somerfield 
=============================================================== 
As stated in Chapter 5 this group approximates 10 17 
percent of the population, and could represent as many as 22 
000 to 38 000 residents. It should be noted that it is quite 
possible that these figures are biased downwards as they were: 
1 . Calculated on respondents own admission of behaviour; 
and 
2. Calculated from 1981 census statistics. 
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7.12 Media Profiles 
Most forms of print media seem to be~~ad generally by all 
occupations, age and income groups with about the same 
frequency. Cleri~al/technical occupations s~em to be the most 
frequent readers of newspapers with those who are unemployed 
tending to read less. As people get older they tend to be more 
frequent readers of the paper, and the 25 - 29 year old age 
group are conspicuous by the fact they are the most infrequent 
group of readers (Table 48). 
TABLE 48 
Frequency of Reading Papers by Age arid Oc6upation. 
=============================================================== 
Age 
<25 
25-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60-65 
>65 
Valid Responses 459 
Occupation 
Prof/Managerial 
Clerical/Technical 
Sales 
Services 
Tradesmen/Labourer 
Retired 
Unemployed 
Valid Responses 395 
Daily 
% 
70. 8 
55.8 
75. 3 
86. 4 
87. 3 
91. 0 
89. 6 
76. 0 
90. 9 
77. 8 
86. 0 
77.0 
89.5 
65. 0 
Almost 
daily 
% 
S. 3 
20. 9 
8. 6 
6. 1 
O. 0 
3.0 
5. 2 
9. 0 
9. 1 
O. 0 
7.0 
9.2 
4. 4 
5. 0 
1-2 
weekly 
% 
16. 7 
11.6 
14. 8 
7.5 
7.3 
6. 0 
1.0 
12. 0 
O. 0 
11. 1 
2. 3 
11 . 5 
2. 6 
20. 0 
Never 
% 
4. 2 
11 . 7 
1 . 3 
O. 0 
5. 4 
O. 0 
4.2 
3. 0 
O. 0 
11 . 1 
4. 7 
2. 3 
3. 5 
1 O. ci 
Total 
% 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. d 
100.0 
100. 0 
100. (j 
100.0 
100.0 
1 od. 0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100. 0 
=============================================================== 
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It is noticeable that those who are retired, unemployed or 
spend more time in the home listen to the radio more 
frequently. The mornings are the main listening time and over 
all occupations and income levels it appears that one hour is 
the most recognized period of listening. The major trend which 
is noticeable is the age of listeners of various stations 
(Fi,9ures 1 and 2). 
FIGURE 1 
Primary Radio Age-Listening Profile 
[Expressed as percentages of those listening to the specified 
stations. ] 
% 
100 
90 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
)(-
_x 
<25 25-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 >65 Age 
-.-.-.- Radi 0 U 
3ZB 
--- 3ZM 
Valid Responses 413 
-----Radio Avon 
-x-~-National Programme 
Note: With Figures 1 and 2 only those stations were included 
that could act as a communication medium for environmental 
concerns. 
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The profiles of listeners who listen to both primary and 
secondary stations tend to be somewhat similar in that higher 
proportions of 32M and Radio U are under 25. It is also 
noticeable that the bulk of 32B and National programme 
listeners are in the older age groups (60 and over). Radio 
Avon's major proportion of listeners tend to be in the 25 to 49 
age range. 
FIGURE 2 
Secondary Radio Age-Listening Profile 
[Expressed as percentages of those listening to the specified 
station. ] 
% 
100 
90 
80 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 __ ._ 
1----1------.-. 
"-'---;::==c:-;-;..::.;: 
~---- -- --- - - 1--------
-If--X-
1---,-'- I-~x-
10 1-~---lI= ._. _____ _ 
1--_'-___ "'1-___ -_ 
<25 25-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-65 >65 
-·-·-·-Radi 0 U -------Radi 0 A von 
Age 
---3ZB -x-x-Na t i onal Programme 
---32M 
Valid Responses 208 
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Television viewing habits do not vary noticeably by 
occupation or income level. As local television news 
pr6grammes are one possible means of communicating with the 
general public, characteristics of the news viewing public were 
analysed. Also included in this was measurement of level of 
support for a' council comment' news item on a regular basis. 
Although results vary by occupation there is a noticeable trend 
of increased news viewing support by age (Tables 49 and 50). 
TABLE 49 
Local News Viewing Habits by Occupation 
==============================================~================ 
Watch 
local 
news 
Profl 
Manag 
% 
78.0 
Regularity of 
~Jatching news 
Every 
night 
1 -2 per 
46.4 
week 20. 6 
Infrequent 7.2 
Never 10. 3 
Don't know 15.5 
100. 0 
Would watch 
Council 
Comment 64. 0 
CIeri Sales Service Trades/ Retired Unemployed 
Tech Labourer & others 
% % % % % % 
90.9100.0 76. 7 74.7 94.7 70.0 
45. 5 85. 7 35.7 53. 5 77.2 15. 0 
31. 8 14. 3 23. 8 16. 3 13. 2 25. 0 
13. 6 0.0 9. 5 2. 3 2: 6 5. 0 
0.0 O. 0 14. 3 2. 3 O. 9 o. 0 
9. 1 O. 0 16. 7 25. 6 6. 1 55. 0 
----- ----- ----- ----- -----
100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
72. 7 50.0 69. 8 61. 2 79. 6 65. 0 
Valid Responses 395 
===============:=============================================== 
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TABLE 50 
Loc~l News Vie~ing Habits by i~~ 
========~============================================= ========= 
<25 25-29 30-39 40-49 50::-59 60-65 >65 
% % % % -0 % % % 
.---------------------------------------------------------------
Watch local 
news 
Regulari ty of 
watching news 
56. 3 62. 8 80. 2 80. :3 85. 5 92. 5 95.9 
---------------------------------------------------------------
Every night 
1 - 2 per week 
Infrequent 
Never 
Don' t know 
Would watch 
Council 
Comment 
21. 3 
23. 4 
6. 4 
6. 3 
42. 6 
-----
100. 0 
40. 4 
Valid Responses 451 
28. 6 46. 8. 
28. 6 20.8 
2. 4 9. 1 
7. 1 5. 2 
33. 3 18. 1 
----- -----
100. 0 100. a 
53. 5 69. 6 
50. B 49. 1 73. 1 81. 1 
13. 8 27. :3 13. 4 7. 4 
, 
9. 2 7. 3 1.6 5. :3 
6. 2 9. 1 0.0 1 . 1 
20. 0 7. 2 11. 9 5. 1 
----- ----- ----- -----
100. a 100. 0 100. 0 100. a 
62. 1 78. 2 7:3. 1 82. 5 
=============================================================== 
7.12.1 Media Profile of Careless Citizen 
As this group is one which is of most ihtere~t to pro~ram~e 
organisers their media habits ~ere anal~sed. This group's media 
habits did not var~ greatly from those patterns already 
outlined. Slight differences were noticed i~ that this group 
tend to watch Channel 2 on television in preferehc~ to Tt1. 
They also listen to the radio over longer pefiods on 60th 
weekdays and weekends, however, by age group foilow th~ 
listening profiles display~d in Figures 1 ~nd ~. 
7.13 Use of Profiles 
Profiles are provided to assist with pl~hhing of programmeS 
which are aimed at a particular target audience. Wh~re 
characteristics of a particular group do not vary from the 
"norm", or common characteristic stated, they have not been 
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mentioned. Where trends were mentioned based on small 
sub-samples, those trends were extremely noticeable. For 
example, in providing the predominant location of "the 
careless, apathetic citize~", only those suburbs we~e selected 
where over 50 percent of respondents held that view. The 
rankings were based on those suburbs were over 50% held a 
similar view on six, five and four factors respectively. It 
must also be recognized that as with most other forms of human 
behaviour, media patterns do have some form of seasonality 
content. As such the statistics presented here are a guide 
only and pertain to the months of April - May 1985 when the 
survey was co~pleted. 
.CIVIC PRIDE ORGANI Z.A:TION, 
( 1984) 
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APPENDIX 1 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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QUESTIONNAIRE NO. ~ 
1985 CHRISTCHURCH ENVIRONMENT SURVEY 
Good morning/afternoon, I am from Lincoln College Marketing Department. We are 
doing a survey about the Christchurch environment. Would you mind answerinq a 
few questions. 
ENSURE YOU ARE SPEAKING TO A PERSON WHO WOULD HAVE AN ADEQUATE KNOWLEDGE ABOUT 
LITTERING, REFUSE COLLECTION, BEAUTIFICATION, ETC. 
Official Use 
1. (a) Which New Zealand city, other than Christchurch, have you 
recently visited? [RECENTLY - UP TO TWO YEARS AGO.l 
NONE D D 
How does Christchurch compare to this other city for: 
(b) Tidyness (lack of litter) 
(c) Attractiveness of parks & recreation areas 
(d) Attractiveness of old buildings 
(e) Attractiveness of city layout 
(f) Attractiveness of suburban shopping centres 
(g) Attractivnesss of central shopping area 
2. Has the development of city malls, Cathedral Square, etc. been 
worth while in your opinion? 
YES D NO D O.K. D D (ANY COMMENT: _________________ D 
3. Would you support further developments of this kind? [EMPHASISE 
SUPPORT MEANS - FREQUENT, FINANCIAL (THROUGH RATES, ETC.] 
YES D NO D D.K. D D (ANY COMMENT: _________________ D 
4. How regularly do you visit parks 
around the city? 
and recreational areas in and 
NEVER WEEKLY FORTNIGHTLY MONTHLY 2-3 MONTHLY ANNUALLY 
D D D D D 
5. Are there any industrial areas of the city which should be 
beautified or improved? 
YES D NO D O.K. D 
IF YES COULD YOU NAME TWO: 
6. Are there any dwelling areas of the city which should be 
D 
beautified or improved? ,[NO,TE: INCLUDING CENTRAL CITY FLATS, ETC.] 
YES D NO O.K. D 
I F YES COULD YOU NAME T\~O: 
7. Have you seen the decorative murals painted on walls around 
Christchurch? 
YES D NO D (IF NO, GO TO Q.9) 
8. What is your opinion of these murals? 
D 
D 
D 
9. How many rubbish~s does your household have collected on rubbish 
days? ~ D 
10. 
11. 
Are you satisfied with th~resent collection system? 
YES D NO ~ O.K. D 
(ANY COMMENT: 
Do you emp~ a commercial rubbish 
YES ~ NO D 
[IF YES]: WHAT TYPE 
WHY 
HOW OFTEN 
FOR WHAT COST 
removal organisation? 
12. How do you dispose of garden refuse? 
[NOTE: INTERVIEWER TRY TO ASSESS RELATIVE WEIGHTINGS.] 
13. Do you know what the Metro Refuse Stations (rubbish transfer 
station~ are? [INTERVIEWER PROBE TO SEE IF RESPONDENT REALLY 
B 
UNDERSTANDS.] YES D NO D D 
COMMENT: D 
14. W 
( 
( 
15. H 
16. 0 
C 
17. I 
d 
18. 
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here are the rubbish transfer stations located? 
Bromley-Bexley-Ruru Road) B O.K. D Wigram-Sockburn-Parkhouse Road) 
ave you been to a transfer station? YES 0 NO D 
o you object to more transfer stations bec=J built? . . 
YES D NO 0 O.K. (IF NO GO TO Q.18) 
m1MENT: 
f we are to have fewer transfer stations how should the rubbish 
isposal problem be handled? 
a) Are you aware of the charges at the transfer stations? 
YES D NO 0 (IF NO GO TO Q.19) 
b) What is your opinion of these charges? 
[INTERVIEWER PROBE IF RESPONDENT CONSIDERS CHARGES TOO HIGH -
ARE THEY DISPOSING OF RUBBISH IN ANOTHER WAY? BURNING, PUTTING 
IN BAGS, ETC.J 
COMMENT: 
ow do you dispose of: 
a) Old newspapers/magazines, etc. 
b) Empty bottl es 
c) Used clothing 
d) Disused metal objects 
19. H 
( 
( 
( 
( 
[ NOTE: ASCERTAIN WHETHER RECYCLED, BURNT - PUT OUT IN RUBBISH.] 
20. A 
o 
21. 0 
22. W 
re you aware of the resource recoverejrecycl i ng) facil ity 
ffered at transfer stations? YES . NO 0 
id you use the City Council skip scheme? YES D NO D [IF NO· GO TO Q.23J 
hat type of rubbish did you deposit? General rubbish § Garden refuse Recyc1eable 
23. 0 
o 
o members of your household who own cars or mot,rCYileS do their 
wn oil changes? YES I I NO ~ O.K. N.A. D 
[IF NO, O.K. or N.A. GO TO Q.26 
24. W hat do (you) they do with the waste oil? 
25. W 
C 
ou1d theY2]0u) be prepared to recycle it at transfer sta,tions? 
NO D O.K. D . YES 
OMMENT: 
26. G IVE RESPONDENT CARD A AND ASK TO ASSIGN A CATEGORY FROM THE 
RATING SCALE TO EACH STATEMENT AND INCLUDE COMMENTS IF THEY WISH. 
< 
AGREE 
'STRONGLY 
AG~EE NO O~INION 
COUl N'T BE 
DISA1GREE DISAGREE, 
STRONGLY (1) (2) BOTHERED (3) (4 ) (5) 
(a) § COMMENT: (b) COMMENT: 
(c) COMMENT: 
27. W hat is the Christchurch Civic Pride Campaign? 
[IF ANSWER IS O.K. GO TO Q.29.] 
O.K. 0 
28. How did you hear about it? 
D N.A. 
29. GIVE RESPONDENT CARD B AND RECORD RESPONSE. 
Not Publ icity Books Maga- News- Cinema Radio TV Friends Have 
> 
Heard (posters, zines papers Family Heard 
stickers) but 
Unsure 
Where 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
(a) B (b) B (c) B Cd) B (e) (f) (g) (h) 
B 
D 
B 
D 
D 
o 
D 
D 
D 
o 
o 
B 
D 
D 
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30. How many people in your house smoke cigarettes? c==J 
[IF ANSWER IS NIL GO TO Q.34] 
31. Do you smoke? YES 0 NO 0 [IF NO GO TO Q.34] 
32. How many cigarettes per day would you smoke? c==J 
33. When you are a pedestrian, where do you throw your cigarette butts? 
34. GIVE RESPONDENT CARD C AND ASK TO ASSIGN A CATEGORY FROM THE RATING 
SCALE TO EACH STATEMENT. 
< ,AGREE AG~EE 
STRONGLY 
1 2 
NO 0yINION 
DON' KNOW 
3 
DISAGREE 
I 
4 
STRONGLY I > 
DISAGREE 
5 
(a) D (b) D 
(g) D (h) D 
(c) 0 
(i) D 
(d) D 
(j) D (e) D (k) D (f) D (1) D 
o 
D 
D 
D 
35. Is there an adequate number of rubbish bins around the city? 
YES D NO D O.K. D 0 
36. Are the rubbish bins easi.!L.,recogniseable? 
YES D NO LJ O.K. D 
37. Are the rubbish bins of jde9iate size? 
YES D NO O.K. D 
38. Ooe~ your car, or the car in which you usually travel, usually 
have a rubbish bag? 
(a) My car YES D NO D N/A n 
(b) The car I usually travel in YES D NO D O.K. D N/A 0 
39. What does the term 1 itter mean to you? _________ _ 
40. What are the four most common items of litter you have seen in our 
environment? (1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
41. Why is rubbish (litter) etc. collected and disposed of? 
o 
o 
B 
.0 
D 
42. Do you consider the following are forms of litter? 
(a) Graffiti YES § NO § (b) Air pollution YES NO 
(c) Noise YES NO 
(d) Posters YES NO 
(e) Leaves (e.g. in Autumn) YES NO 
O.K. '§, § O.K. O.K. 
O.K. 
O.K. 
43. Should the burning of wood and coal be prohibited in heating 
systems which are not clean-burning. (Lg..=-.QPen fires.) 
YES 0 NO D O.K. LJ 
44. Should the burning of garden rubbish be prohibited? 
YES 0 . NO Do. K. 0 
45,. Do you visit beaches regUltry during summer? 
YES D NO (IF NO GO TO Q.48) 
46. Which beaches? (ACCEPT 3 ANSWERS.) 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
47. Do you consider the beaches to be litter free? 
YES D NO 0 
ANY COMMENT: 
I now wish to ask you some questions about reading newspapers, 
listening to the radio and watching television. 
o 
D 
o 
B 
48. Does your house get a newspaper delivered? YES D NO 0 D 
49. How often ~ou read a newspaper? 
Everyday LJ, Almost every day D Once or twice a week D 
Seldom/Never D [IF NEVER GO TO Q.51] D 
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50. 
5I. 
52. 
Which newspaper? STAR c==J PRESS c==J BOTH c=J 
Do you regularly read your community newspaper? YES c==J NO c=J 
Do you subscribe to or regularly buy any magazine? 
IF SO which ones 
[ACCEPT TWO COMMON ONES 
NO c==J 
53. Does your house have television? 
[IF NO GO TO 0.57J 
YES c==J NO c==J 
54. Do you watch the local television news on Channel I? 
YES c==J NO c==J IF YES HOW REGULARLY 
Would you watch a 'Council Comment' on the local news prorrarme 
on a regular basis? YES c==JNO c==J O.K. 
55. 
56. Which Channel do you watch the most? 
Channe 1 1 c==J Channe 1 2 c==J About Even c=J 
57. About how many hours would you listen to the radio on 
(all day = 12) (a) Weekdays c==J (b) Weekends c==J 
58. When during the day do you usually listen? TICK BOXES 
(,) WEEK~~~~;:~:~"i"9 t==l (b) WEEKEN0F=i 
Late evening B B 
59. What statiDn? 
3ZB 
Radio Avon 
Radio U 
(§aJ Prima~i~y §b) se~~ndD 
Rhema 
National· 
c=J 
c=J 
o 
c=J 
c=J 
t==l 
60. How many people in your house are under 15 years of age? c===J c==J 
61. How many do full-time paid jobs? (Full-time = 30 hrs/wk.) c===J c==J 
62. What is the occupation of the principal income earner? 
N/A c==J 
[IF NO PRINCIPAL INCOME EARNER GO TO 0.63 AND MARK N/A.J 
63. IF THE RESPONDENT IS NOT THE PRINCIPAL INCOME EARNER 
What is your occupation? 
64. What age group do you belong to? [READ CLOSEST OPTIONS.J 
1. Younger than 25 § 4. 40-49 § 7. Over 65 
2. 25-29 5. 50-59 
3. 30-39 6. 60-65 
c==J 
65. Which of the following categories comes closest to your household's 
66. 
67, 
gross income? 
1. Less than $10,000 ~ 
2. $10-15,000 
3. $15-20,000 
4. $20-25,000 
5. $25-30,000 
6. Over $30,000 
7. O.K. or not prepared 
to discuss 
Which was the last level of education that you completed? 
t==l 
c==J 
1. Primary § 
2. Secondary 
3. Polytechnic 
4. University § 
5. Teachers College 
6. Other (speci fy) _____ _ 
In what local authority area dO§U 
1. Christchurch City Council 
2. Riccarton Borough 
3. Heathcote 
1 i ve? 
4. 
5. 
Waimairi 
Paparua t==l 
Respondent is: 
Male D Female c==J 
Address Suburb ______ _ 
Time Date 
Interviewer No. c===J 
Phone No. (to allow Lincoln College to check on 
answers collected by interviewers.) 
D 
D 
D 
c==J 
D 
D 
D 
D 
I I 
D 
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CARD A 
From the following scale select the appropriate level of agreement or 
disagreement for the three statements below: (INCLUDE ANY COMMENTS IF 
YOU WISH) 
AGREE 
< 'STRONGLY 
(1) (2) 
NO OPINION 
CANIT BE'BOTHERED 
(3) 
DISAGREE 
I 
(4) 
STRONGLY, > 
DISAGREE 
(5) 
(i) I would separate recyclable materials (i .e. paper, glass, 
and metal) and put them at the gate for collection if such 
a service was offered on a regular basis (e.g. once a month). 
(ANY COMMENT: ------------------------~-----) 
(ii) I would separate recyclable materials and deposit them at 
transfer stations if I received a reduced dumping charge for 
the rest of my rubbish. 
(ANY COMMENT: 
(iii) The Council have adequately informed the public about recycling 
activities and facilities in the past. 
(ANY COMMENT: 
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CARD B 
INDICATE TO THE INTERVIEWER WHETHER OR NOT YOU HAVE HEARD OF THE 
FOLLOWING, AND HOW YOU MAY HAVE HEARD, 
NOT PUBLICITY IBOOKSIMAGAZINES NEWSPAPER CINEMA RADIO 
a) Litter Act 1979 
b) Leave only your 
footprints 
c) Clean community 
system 
d) Love beautiful 
Christchurch 
e) Keep N,Z, 
beautiful 
f) Take a shine to 
your city 
g) Recycle its not 
all rubbish 
h) Don't rubbish me 
HEARD 
I 0 I 
I 
I I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
(Stickers'i . 
Posters) I 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
I 
I 
I 
! 
! I 
I I 
! ! I I I 
I 
I I 
I I I I I I i ! I I , I I I I 
I 
I I ! I I I 
I , 
I I 
, 
I I , ! , I I t I i I ! 
I 
! 
! I 
I I 
TV FRIENDS 
& 
FAMILY 
7 8 
I I I 
I 
I 
I I 
! 
I 
I 
I ! 
I I I 
! ! I 
! 
I I I I I 
I I ! I 
I 
1 
I 
t 
i 
I ! I , 
! I i I 
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CARD C 
F~om the following scale select the appropriate level of agreement or 
disagreement for the statements below. 
AGREE 
<tSTRONGLY 
(1) 
AGREE 
I 
(2) 
NO O,PINION 
DONI KNOW 
(3) 
(a) Christchurch has a litter problem. 
(4 ) 
(b) The suburb in which I live has a litter problem. 
(c) Enforcement of the litter laws would reduce the litter problem 
which exists. 
(d) Individuals create litter problems and therefore are responsible 
for solving them. 
(e) Communication and education are the most effective ways of solving 
such environmental problems. 
(f) Contributions through rates and taxes should be made to develop 
programmes for dealing with litter problems. 
(g) The amount of litter has decreased over the last couple of years. 
(h) If I am not near a litter bin I will deposit litter in a gutter 
or where there is rubbish already lying. 
(i) I see nothing wrong with depositing bio-degradeable waste 
(i.e. rubbish that will decompose) in publit as it will eventually 
rot away. 
(j) A small amount of rubbish discarded by an individual does not 
cause any great problem. 
(k) While at a beach it is acceptable to leave amoun~of rubbish in 
the sand providing it is not near anyone and cOvered over a little. 
(1) I would agree with sponsorship of equipment and services in our 
city if it provided revenue. (E.g. sponsors of rubbish bins, such 
as Coca Cola.) 
SUBURB 
Addington 
Aranui 
Avonhead 
Avonside 
Beckenham 
Bexley 
Bishopdale 
Bromely 
Bryndwr 
Burnside 
Burwood 
Cashmere 
City 
Dallington 
Fendalton 
Halswell 
Harewood 
Hillmorton 
Hillsborough 
Hoon Hay 
Huntsbury 
Ilam 
Linwood 
Mairehau 
Marshland 
Merivale 
Mount Pleasant 
New Brighton 
North New Brighton 
Oaklands 
Opawa 
Papanui 
Parklands 
Redcliffs 
Riccarton 
Richmond 
Russley 
St Albans 
st Andrews Hill 
Shirley 
Sockburn 
Somerfield 
Southshor'e 
Spreydon 
Sumner 
Sydenham 
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APPENDIX 2 
SAMPLE DETAILS 
Suburb and Streets 
STREET 
Poulson Street 
Lenton Street 
Glenharrow Avenue 
Bracken Street 
Tennyson Street 
Birch Street 
Highstead Road 
Chelsea Street 
Manor Place 
Cr-anbrook Street 
Mairehau Road 
MacM:i.llan Street 
Conference Street 
Westcott Street 
Idris Road 
Nicholls Street 
Stanleys Road 
Cardinal Drive 
Braebourne Road 
Leistrella Road 
Whaka Terrace 
Wadeley Road 
Marlborough Street 
Manuka Street 
Hills Road 
Leinster Road 
Soleares Avenue 
Keppel street 
Effingham Street 
Wales Street 
Vincent Place 
Virgil Place 
Curzon Place 
Beachville Road 
Totara Str'eet 
Alexandra street 
Forant Street 
Malvern Street 
The Brae 
Marlin Place 
Vickery's Road 
Studholme Street 
Rockinghorse Road 
Beanland Avenue 
Hardwicke Street 
Barrett Street 
NUMBER OF 
INTERVIEWS 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
8 
6 
8 
1 § 
8 
15 
7 
8 
8 
7 
7 
8 
7 
7 
7 
14 
15 
15 
1 5 
7 
6 
7 
7 
14 
6 
7 
7 
7 
15 
6 
8 
15 
7 
15 
8 
7 
6 
8 
15 
7 
Templeton 
Upper Riccarton 
Wainoni 
Woolston 
Wigram 
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Riwai street 
Worthy Street 
ottawa Road 
Hargood Street 
De Havillard Street 
1 3 
13 
12 
5 
8 
463 
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TABLE 51 
A Comparison with Census Characteristics 
=============================================================== 
Household 
Characteristics 
1. Occupation of Head 
of Household 
Survey Sample 
( Christchurch 
Areas) . 
% 
New Zealand Census 
(excluding agric. 
workers) . 
% 
--------------------------------~-----~------------------------
Professional/Managerial 25. 3 14. 2 
Clerical/Technical, Sales, 
Services 18. 8 26.2 
Tradesmen/Labourers 22. 0 26. 7 
Retired/Others 33. 9 32. 9 
----- -----
100.0 100.0 
Valid Responses. 395 
2. Age of Respondent 
16 - 29 years 19. 9 29.9 
30 - 39 years 17. 7 18. 6 
40 - 49 years 14. 4 13. 9 
50 - 59 years 12. 0 14. 9 
Over 60 years 36. 0 22.7 
-- --"- -----
100. 0 100.0 
Valid Responses 458 
=============================================================== 
